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1. Opening
· Welcome by Adam Tyson (Head of Unit “Higher Education, Modernisation Agenda; Erasmus”, DG EAC)
· Objectives of meeting, agenda, administrative issues
· Adoption of the Minutes of the 2nd meeting

Mr. Adam Tyson (EC), the Chair of the Ad-hoc working group (WG) on the Revision of the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS) Users’ Guide welcomed the participants to the third meeting of the WG. The Chair presented the agenda of the meeting, which was adopted without any amendments.

Ms. Marta Simonyan (BFUG Secretariat) informed on the request received from a UK Bologna expert regarding transparency of information related to the revision of the ECTS Users’ Guide. Members of the group discussed the issue and it was decided that the Secretariat will prepare a work plan of the WG and publish it on the public area of the EHEA website.

The minutes of the second meeting of the WG were adopted without any amendments.

2. Presentation of the group 3 on “Mobility”
Ms. Raimonda Markeviciene (Lithuania) presented the results of the activities of the 3rd subgroup. She clarified how the topic of “mobility” was reflected in the ECTS Users’ Guide, the issues that are not covered in the current version together with the proposed changes. Moreover the academic consequences for those students who failed to achieve credits were described. As a conclusion, she stressed that many problems related to mobility have to do with proper interpretation and implementation by the HEIs.
 More information is available in the PowerPoint below. 


The following questions and comments were made afterwards:
· Existence of various types of grading, often not explained in the mobility documents, and difficulties in calculating/comparing grades;
· The need for the updated guide to provide a precise definition of LLL and guidance on credit accumulation;
· Ensure  quality of same degree education programmes across EHEA countries;
· Need to clearly understand what mobility is: whether it is a physical exchange or something more including exchange of grades and practices;
· The Guide will also need to address new types of mobility (LLL, part-time mobility, thesis mobility, etc.); it is also important that HEIs have some principles agreed for these
· Mobility needs to be a usual process not an extraordinary thing in the universities, in order to reach the benchmark of 20% mobility across EHEA;
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Learning agreements should be part of academic recognition.
It was decided that the comments made by the participants will be considered in the revised guide.
3. Discussion on how to reflect issues around “Mobility” in revised guide
The participants divided into 3 groups:
· Mobility documents;
· Institutional role and double degrees; 
· Grading.
The group discussions made the following points:

Group 1: Mobility documents:
· The need for additional clarifications and update of the course catalogue, including e.g. on the occupational profiles of graduates;
· The  learning agreement should be used for all types of mobility including for study and placements, which is already in the guide: 
· Added value of a common format for  an application, learning agreement and transcript of records;
· The need for clarification of the information included in the transcript of records in order to facilitate the recognition process;
· The language barrier of the course catalogue should be taken into consideration. 
· To note that documents in Annex 4 will not be bundled inside the Guide but will be on the web (to enable easy updates)

Group 2: Recognition and grading: 

· Good partners can help ensure smoother recognition; this should be kept in mind as a criterion for selection of the partnership, as quality assurance at the host HEI is a basis for recognition.
· There is no guarantee of recognition if there is no learning agreement agreed in advance;
· Recognition should relate to all types of mobility that are structured in the curriculum, and should count towards degree (included in the DS);
· Principles for recognition of prior experience should be included in the Guide
· Learning agreement should be signed by the academic staff empowered/appointed by the academic body;
· The grading system should be in the text not in appendix. Grading tables (not conversion tables) need to be developed and statistical distribution must be emphasised. 

Group 3: Institutional role and double degrees:

· If two institutions agree on the academic programme, it is recognisable; in case of a consortium of HEIs establishing a joint or double degrees, there must be a written consortium agreement setting out all the principles agreed upon by the consortium members;
· Problems of recognition of short mobility cycles.

More comments were made during the plenary discussions:

· The revised guide should contain a section on  joint-degrees describing allocation of credits; 
· The need to clarify that learning agreements are needed for all types of mobility activities that are part of a study programme
· There is no need for learning agreements for JD & JP, which should instead be based on consortium agreements and ECTS have to be used properly in the design of the programme
· Whether there is a need for additional documents from the institutions; 
· Recognition practices between institutions related to learning agreements need to be specified;
· The principle of the revised guide should be flexibility in order to reflect all types of mobility;
· National interpretations of the revised guide need to be improved to minimize various interpretations; 
· Learning agreement needs to be signed by the academic staff having the authority to recognise it (same person in charge of signing the learning agreement and recognising the transcript of records).


4. Presentation of group 4 on “Transparency tools”
Ms. Maria Kelo (ENQA) and Mr. Howard Davies (EUA) presented the results of the work of the fourth subgroup (see structure of the presentation in the document below). 


The presentation focused on 3 main issues: 
· the implications for the Guide of a broadened range of users (e.g. companies, regulated professions, QAAs, etc.)
· the link with the ESG
· ensure that links to other transparency tools are properly referenced in the Guide
There is a need to identify the core and other potential users of the Guide and it was suggested that the introduction sets out who are the potential users (students, academic staff, HEI administrators dealing with mobility issues, schools, regulatory bodies, employers, etc.) and explain that the list is not an exclusive one. It is also important to suit the text of the Guide with these stakeholders in mind and address how they can relate to it in practice. Further links / separate pathways can also be added for specific stakeholder groups. 
The process of the ESG revision was also presented QA should be covered in the Guide when addressing transparency of programmes, recognition procedures and programme design. QA processes should be in place to ensure that programmes are designed in a transparent way, using ECTS in conformity with the Guide and appeal procedures. The broader relevance of the ESG as quality reference for other parts of the world beyond EHEA was also raised.
The Commission will propose and circulate a short text on behalf of the Ad-hoc WG in light of ESG revision; once text agreed on, it will be forwarded to the Structural Working Group.
The need to ensure that links to other transparency tools are properly referenced in the Guide was also stressed, in particular the need to develop key features of ECTS reflecting recent developments in the Bologna Process. Some suggestions were made: the Guide could mention general information on ECVET and redirect to a few important web links; the programme design section should be linked with EQF and NQF; awareness could be raised on Directive for Professional Qualifications; the reference to EUROPASS frameworks and documents should be strengthened.
5. Progress update and short discussion on the first draft of group 1 on “Programme design” and group 2 on “Teaching, learning and assessment”

The Chair continued by pointing out the importance of having more communication between the subgroups on the basis of the circulated documents. The third week of June 2013 was set as a deadline for the subgroups’ contributions.  

6. Discussion on envisaged structure of the revised Guide
During the deliberations on the structure of the revised guide the following proposals were made:
· Expand the introduction to make it relevant to different stakeholder groups;
· The structure of the chapters has been outlined in previous meetings and should be reflected in the subgroups’ inputs (e.g. including good practice boxes);
· Some of the annexes need to be deleted: Annex 1, Annex 2 and Annex 3 to be integrated in the main body of the text; Annex 4 should be substituted by links to documents (e.g. link to Diploma Supplement, examples of Learning Agreements and Transcript of Records in Nordplus or other programmes); Annex 5 could reference links to relevant websites of countries that have regulated ECTS in their national legislations;
· Need of glossary should be discussed;

7. AOB and closing of the meeting
· List of “misunderstanding and misconceptions” from the different countries
· Planning of drafting session and next meeting

The Chair suggested creating a drafting group consisting of one member from each of the four subgroups. The drafting group will meet in Brussels from 2-6 September 2013 for drafting the first version of the revised Guide, based on the input received by the four subgroups. The suggestion was endorsed by the members of the WG. 
The meeting was closed with the announcement to hold the next meeting of the WG in October 2013. The date of the meeting will be communicated in due time. 
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Recognition tools - European documents influencing national 

Study plan /Learning/training agreement  = recognition









All international and recognition problems begin at home!



Unwillingness to change from insular to global approaches and perceptions in HE

Lack of tolerance of “foreign” and “different”

No promotion of mobility culture

“National ECTS” – questionable knowledge of ECTS at  institutions

Lack of trust in partners

Lack of information on quality at partner institution or even willingness to find it out

Lack of institutional frameworks 

supporting recognition







Virtual mobility

Do we deal with all cases?









ECTS for credit transfer has been started and still is based on philosophy:



Institutional responsibility? Individual teacher?

Is it?

Insufficient

Poor or non-existant

Poor







Problems – credits and grades 

Credit calculation; grade transfer

Not only  recognition but also quality  and mobility culture







                  Mobility , credits, recognition…

Should there be suggestions? 







       Recognition and LOs

LO will not guarantee recognition but will foster it for those aiming at it! 







                Most common recognition practices

Good practice

Institutional framework

Replacing the whole period (e.g. Study period abroad  -30 ECTS credits) – Note: ToR of partner institution should become  a part of the DS

Translating /transferring course titles of partner institutions and using partner credits

Not recommended

Replacing partner course titles and credits with those of the sending institution; 

Transparency  in students’ learning path;

Respect to partners;

Credit thinking

Students documents  report  incorrect data; courses abroad cannot be not traced;  transparency principle violated

Should there be suggestions or just principles?







But answers are there – 

Know your partner! Act responsibly!                  

Choice of partners that:

provide clear information;

Offer programmes of the same levels and keep standards;

Offer not  only exact but also comparable programmes.



Mobility period integration:

Establish mobility windows in every programme (the most suitable slot for mobility);

For the mobility window describe LO that are most easily achieved abroad.

Allocation of responsibilities:

Appoint academic in each subject area;

Make him responsible for  approval of students’ programmes abroad;

Entrust him to recognize studies on behalf of academic body

Work with students:

Discuss and approve LA;

Provide clear information on recognition rules;

After return transfer student’s results to his institutional records.

Incompatibility  of study programmes. What new can we say?







ECTS key documents



















Learning agreement







Placement  case  

Placement recognized as  part of the  final degree







ToR before mobility







ToR after mobility







Bureaucracy VS 

necessity

Transcript of records:

For transparency – course unit code; course unit title

For quality and quantity of student’s work -  credits, local grade and description of grading system

For validity and legality -  signatures and stamps

Learning agreement:

For transparency – course unit code; course unit title

For quantity  of student’s work -  credits

For validity, legality and binding commitment -  signatures and stamps





How much bureaucracy is necessary? 

Not  transparent

Not  seen as binding documents







Institutional regulations







Institutional structure for recognition: do we have to propose it?

Rules for appeal

Rules for appeal

Rules for appeal

Rules for appeal

Share of practice



Departmental 

Structure/

decision



Departmental 

Structure/

decision



Departmental 

Structure/

decision



Departmental 

Structure/

decision

Institutional

 framework

Rules for appeal

Share of practice











Recognition and grading before 2009

		ECTS 		% of successful students normally awarding the grade		Comment

		A		10%		The use of quality descriptors such as “excellent” or “good” is not appropriate as they express a value judgment whereas the ECTS grades are meant solely to interpret the local grade. 

		B		25%

		C		30%

		D		25%

		E		10%

		FX		-		Fail – some work required to pass

		F		-		FAIL – considerable further work required



































Information to be sent to and received from the partners

		National/institutional grade		Total number awarded in the reference group		Percentage of the total number

		10		50		5%

		9		100		10%

		8		350		35%

		7		300		30%

		6		200		20%

		1,000		100%

































		Insitutionalgrade/country A		Grading percentage		Institutional grade, country B		Grading percentage 

		30 lode		  5.6%           		1		 20%

		30		15.7%		2		 35%

		29		0.5%		3		 25%

		28		12.3%		4		 20%

		27		11.8%

		26		9.0%

		25		8.2%

		24		11.3%

		23		2.7%

		22		6.0%

		21		2.3%

		20		5.7%

		19		1.9%

		18		6.9%

		Total		100%		100%



























































“The only useful answers are those that pose new questions.”

                                    Vittorio Foa



    Thank you for your attention!









Lisbon
Recognition
convention

(1998)

Charters

To facilitate recognition of
qualifications

Time limits respected

Recognition refused in case of
substantial difference

European Quality Charter for
mobility

Erasmus University Charter
Erasmus student charter








Recognition













Credits ‘ ’ Grades

e ECTS credits are e ECTS ranking is confused with
understood/interpreted in normative evaluation
different ways / credit e Institutions do not have/follow
allocation methodology not the statistical distribution of
described in each institution the grades in their own

* In many cases the same credit institution
value is expected for the e rely on conversion tables (l.e.
courses to be recognized mechanical conversion instead

of statistical interpretation)

¢ do not provide clear and
helpful descriptions of their
own grading systems whatever
they might be




For the formal programme, the credit distribution
must be respected, i.e. 20 /30/60... BUT...

e What are credit boundaries for mobility period we can live
with?

The student does not achieve the agreed number
of credits at host institution

e What is SENSIBLE FLEXIBILITY?








Regular guide for all students attending the institution
Presented on the web according to the included checklist

ECTS Student Application Form for the mobile students

e Learning Agreement for home students
e Learning Agreement for mobile students
Learning Agreement for work placements

e Transcript of Records for all home students
e Transcript of Records for mobile students





ECTS - tool for transfer and
recognition

Learning

Information
agreement

Information
package/course
catalogue. Incomplete,
old, not on web, bad
clicability,

Transcript of records
(Before and after
mobility; credits,

grades)

Signed before
departure, changed if
necessary




ECTS Users’ Guide: LA must be signed by the home
institution, the host institution and the student.
Those signing on behalf of the two institutions must
be in formal position...to commit the institutions. A
programme of study may need to be modified after
the arrival of the mobile student... This should be
endorsed by the three parties. The institution may
choose to adapt the standard form but should
ascertain that it contains all the elements ...

Most common mistakes: The dates
and signatures of the student and/or
applicant/partner institutions'
coordinator are missing.

The Learning Agreements were not
in place before the start of the
exchange.

No credits indicated




ECTS Users’ guide:

The Training Agreement should indicate: location, period of the
placement, job description, learner’s rights and duties and
expected learning outcomes.

Also: assessment and assessment criteria, responsible person.
Agreement signed by three parties.

It should indicate the number of ECTS credits witch will be
awarded on achievement of Learning outcomes.




ECTS Users’ guide: ToR ensures that students
have an accurate and up-to date record of their
progress, number of ECTS credits achieved, and
grades awarded. It is an important document,
providing evidence of progress and
recognition.

Most common mistakes:
An explanation of the local
grading system is missing




ECTS Users’ Guide: The host institution
issues another ToR for each incoming
studentin order to certify the work
completed, the credits awarded and local
grades received. The institution may choose
to adapt the standard form but should
ascertain that it contains all the elements

Most common mistakes: An explanation of
the local grading system is missing.

Student(s) are awarded ECTS credits although
they did not always pass the exam(s).

Local grades and/or ECTS credits are missing.

There is an inconsistency between the
Learning Agreement(s) and the post-mobility
transcript of records.




Credit as a tool leading to qualification — every credit counts

Accumulation Importance of HEI internal regulations for
- how many, recognition:

what credits

(type, level)

and when

Recognition of
LO at home

Transfer from Without credits

various study
contexts into

the study Different types of
programme mobility

Regulations for JD?
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ECTS ad hoc Working Group: May 28 meeting

Sub-group 4: links to transparency tools

ENQA (Maria Kelo) and EUA (Howard Davies)



To consider: current Guide, what additional material it should contain, what other modifications are necessary



1. Links to other transparency tools. ECTS is itself a transparency tool; if it is not interoperable with the other tools, transparency is put at risk



2. What are the other tools? 



a. Lisbon Recognition Convention (LRC)



b. Qualifications Frameworks

i. EQF

ii. National

iii. Directive 2005/36/EC on recognition of professional qualifications



c. ESG



d. EUROPASS: Dip Supp; Cert Supp; CV; Mobility; Language Passport



e. ECVET



3. The current Guide:



a. mentions LRC (para.4.4), but in relation to credit mobility, not programme mobility. There is a need to align ECTS Guide with EAR-HEI Manual



b. i and ii: the Guide mentions EQF – this reference could be expanded, with more detail on NQFs; how relevant is the work of the Pathfinder Group?



iii: the Guide carries no mention of the Professional Qualifications Directive – what are the implications?



c. section 5 deals with QA and ECTS: the April meeting agreed that this section needs expanding. Should ECTS be mentioned in the revised ESG and, if so, what reference would the group like to recommend to the ESG revision steering group? i.e. principally, in relation to what will be said in the ESG about learning outcomes and recognition. The Guide might make reference to how all European institutions and programmes which are quality assured by “quality assured” QA agencies will need to comply with the ESG. 



d. EUROPASS   Dip Supp is featured prominently; EUROPASS mobility is mentioned in passing; language competence is included, but with no reference to the Language Passport; the CV does not feature. Should all the elements of the EUROPASS bundle appear?



e. ECVET   No mention currently. How can ECTS and ECVET best be articulated? By hierarchies of learning outcomes referenced to QFs? Should the Users’ Guides be revised in tandem? How do ESG and EQAVET interrelate? 



4. Transparent to whom? Current Guide principally addresses students, academics and HEI administrators dealing with mobility issues. What other categories of users should be considered?



The presenters will provide indicative answers to some of these questions, in order to stimulate discussion.
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